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0 This study focused on successful strategies emplDyed^ 

by^ stfite education agencies (SlAs) to encourage the development o^ 
commuijity, education programs and on the priority loaal education / 
ngencies (lEAs) place on coomunity education. Questionn^airea were 
returned from rapresehtativee of 51 state education agencies, Tha top 
ranked strategy for technical assistance was for S|As to train LEA 
staff and cpmrnunity mi^mhers. Strategies identified as sost effective 
in .encouraging SEA staff to plan cooperatively with other stat^ ^ 
agencies include shariftg of materiais and holding joint maatings 
between SlAs and other agencies^ ; The , rankings of , strategies / 
pertaining to the establishment, of statewide comm^inlty education 
goals included identifying state-level agencies to ^particip/al^e, * 
charging an SEA staff member with the reeponsibilit'y\£or goal 
develcpment, and presenting goals to the '^state board, strateoiei 
concerning the , dissemination of community education materials imply 
that personal contact (through siwh means as speeches, awareness 
meetings t or ' bulk oailinas) with target caudlence is importa/ht- Ihe 
mtfst effective strategy' for financing a state-level community 
education position was funding through the federal Coramunilty SchDOls 
Act. A ^majority of respondents perceive that their SEAs have assigQed 
at least a medium, priority to community education devflopm^ 
(Author/JH) / ^ 
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Introduction 



^ State Education Agencies have only recently tecome involved in com- 
munity Gducation yevelopnient (Migocki, 1976).' Accompanying this iri- 
volvement has been an interest, on the part of chief state school officers, 
for state educatidn agencies to play a role in the development of commu- 
, nity. educatipn at the local tducatioh agehcy level. One of the pyr^ies of 
a 1977 study (Sempl^^Lel lis, 1977), sponsored by the Council of Chitif 
, State School Officers, was to facilitate jtcpmrnendation^of "methods for- 
implementation of desired state roles (page 2).^' However the Council of 
Chief State School Officers considered the methods of implementation 
important enough to warrant a separate in-^ept^ study asWil/lt'Stated 
that: , / - ■■ ' \ . 

Since the CSA (Community Schools Act) 'Stipulated 50% of the P 
ayailable funds rfiust go to State Education Agencies, 'and ythe 
Itates must review and comment on all Local Education Agency 
applications, an afct)ve role on the part pftthe itates is required: ^ 
This Congressional requirement foe the stare role along with the 
rapidly expanding interest and activity in community education^ 
. make it essential, in terms of effective planning, to Jdentify.and 
describe the most effective strategies to implement appropriate 
SEA roles . . in Community Education. Only v\^th this informatiori 
^ in hand can Fe^eraf, State, and -Local Education Administrators 
make plans and decisions for the effective implementation of the 
Community Education cpncept nationwide (BrowH 1977, page 2) 
The 1977 study by the Council identified priorities for state roles in the 
development of community education, according to thirtyrfive chief state 
school officers. The five highest priority roles were; . * 

1. Providing technical assistance to LEA's in the design of community ed- 
ucation programs, ^ 

2. Encouraging SEA staf^ to plan cooperatively with other state agencies. 

3. Establishing statewye community education goals. 

4. Pr^iding financial support for community education position at state 
level 

5. Disseminating materials to promote community education to LEAV 
That study did not provide Information about how SEA's were carrying 

out these roles. Therefore, the Council undertook this second study on 
community education 
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Purpow , ' ' 

' The purest of this study was to determine the itrategles employed in 
carrying out the state educatioh agency roles in communi^^education^de- 
velopment as listed above, and the degree of effectiveness of each strat- 
egy. ThIsTtiearch would delineate the priority glyen to community educa-- 
tfondeyeiopmentlby the sea's,, ' 

i|n summary, the purposes for this study were to identify and describe 
the most effective implementation strategies of ipprdprlate development 
tal rolts for State Education Agencies byr v i 

1. ^nfbf^ing coordinators and chiefs of the 5 highest ranked previously 
idenpied appropriate state rolei 

2. Compiling information about past and current ihiplementation/admin- 
ist^tive rfctivities relating to each of the roles through a survey of the 
Mstates and its six terntories and protectorates, 

3. Selecting and describing the most effective procedures of employing 
the identified, strategies, 

4. Analyzing the data and their impHcations for the rolA of SEA commiu- 
nity education coordinators. ^ ' 

%\ CommunljCating the information tb chief state school officers, state^ 
boards of educatioe, SEA communis education administrators, and 
other interested parties. 

Restarcb Queitions 

Consistent with the purposes of the study, the following research ques- 
tions, related to SEA roles, were developed: ^ ' ' 

1, What are the most effective strategies for.^oviding technical assistance 
to LEA'S in the,design of community education programs? - 

2, What are the most effective strategies for encouraging SEA staff to plan 
cgbperatively with other state agencies? 

3, Wh4t steps has your SEA taken to establish statewide community edu- 
cation goals? ^ 

4* VShdt are the most effective strategies ' for disseminating materials to 
promote community education to LEA's? 

5. What are the most effective strategies for providing financial support 
for a community education ^sition at the state level? ^ 

6* What is the level of priority that community education holds in SEA's?^ 

Po^ulatioii ^ 

Tte popislation for the study consisted of a representative from each of 
the fifw-six SEA'S represented in the Council of Chief State School Officers. 

'x ' 3 : ' . '■, 
' * ... 
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This group included eaqh of the fifty states of the United States and Its six 
territories. ' " 

The study was tp cAtam Inf&rmfation from SEA personnel knowledge^ 
able about the strategies cited In the questionnaire. Therefore, the fifty^ix 
chief statft school officers were requested to insure that the questionnaires 
were filled out by the most appropriate person in each SIA. a result, 
^ the titles of thf persons responding varied; however, it can be assumed that 
information was gathered from SEA community e^cators, chief state 
school officers, or their designates. Because the research questions did not 
address the nature of the position of the respondents (le,", Chief State 
- Schtjol Officer, Director of Community Education, Director of Adult Ed^ 
ucation, etc.) no data illustrating such identity are presented in this report, 

Proctdurtf 

Two task forces provided assistance throughout the course of the study, 
One task force was^composed of seven chief state school offjcers and the 
other was competed of five SEA communit^jd«itors; all are named in 
the Acknowledgements. • 

A first dfeft of the questionnaire was developed by the task force of 
. SEA community educators and revised at a later meeting of that group. 
The draft that resulted was presented to the tasjc force of chief state school 
officers for analysis and revision in February, 1978, * 

Data were collected through a questionnaire which contained both 
open- and closed-ended questions. In March, 1978 the final Instrument, ac- 
companied by a cover letter over the signature of Byron W: Hansford, Ex- ^ 
ecutive Secretary of the Council of Chief State School Officers, was mailed 
to each of the fifty-six chief state school officers. They were requested to 
havie the instruments filled out bV the person in their resp^tive SEA's 
who was most knowledgeable about information requested. Respondents 
were to return the questionnaires to the offices of the Coundl of Chief ^ 
State School Qff leers, 'Washington, D.C, In April, May, and June, 1978 
i follow-up communications were initiated to secure questionnaires not re- 
turned. Ultimately, fifty^ne questionnaires were completed and returned. 

Treatment of Data 

To accomplish the study, descriptive research techniques were em- 
ployed. Research Questions One through Six are therefore reported in 
terms of frequencies, medians, means, and standard deviations. 
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Findings 



Results of the data analysis are, presented in this section. In addition, 
data related to the priority given to community education by eacH SEA " 
are presented^at the end of the chapter 

A summary of the data related to each research question is presented 
below. In addition, there is discussion of the salient features of the data 
presented in each table, 



Research Question One 

what ai^ the most efft^lve ftrat^its for providing technical assiitance to 
LEA's In the design of community education programs? 

Respondents indicated that the most effective strategy, by mean rating,^ ' 
for providing technical assistance to LEA's in the development of commu- 
nity education programs was through providing training to local school 
^'and agency personnel in community education processes and practices 
(See Table 1), 

Ranked as the second mos^ effective strategy was that of helping to es- 
tablish and facilitate community education task forces/citizen groups and 
Interagericy councils. Ranked third was planning and developing commu- 
nity education programs. Referring school and agency personnel and other 
interested community members who need training to institutions of higher 
education that can provide training, was ranked as the fourth most effec- 
tive strategy, Ranked fi^fth was that of helping comnhunities to improve 
the quality and/or quantity of existing community educatipn programs. 
The sixth ranked strategy was planning and developing applications/pr^ 
posals for funding assistance. Ranked seventh was helping to develop 
fornis to survey the needs and resources of the community The eighth 
ranked strategy was that of responding to requests for assistance in the 
preparation of budgets for community educatiort programs. Ranked ninth 
was helping communities and local educational agencies bring their com- 
munity education programs into conformity with any existing state poli- 
cies, statutes, and regulations applicable to community education. The 
least effective strategy was that of helping communities and local com- 
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munity fducation admlnistraton to develop evaluation plans and to con- 
^duct evaluations dTcomnnunity education program , ^ 

The strategy ranked seventh may have ^en ranked relatively^ low be^ 
l^use of the ea^y availability of survey fotms for the rieedi and resburces 
of the community. Also, this strategy may not have been considered effec- 
tive bicause it would occur after initial commitment to investigate or im- 
plement community education had beep obtained. Such strategies as Jn- 
volvement in assistance with budgets, bringing LEA community e due at I on 
projects into conformity with State regulations, etc, and assisting in the 
evaluation of LEA cpnrwnunity education projects may be interpreted as 
having had low degrees of effectiveness because they are activities th&t 
would normally be expected to take place after a community educarion 
project had -gotten underway. However, the strategies ranked ninth and 
tenth carried the highest number of responses under t^e heading, "Uncer- 
tain pr Not Attempted." These data may indicate that in the strategy rated 
ninth few states' have strict policies, statutes, or regu^tions related to^ 
community education, and that as a result, SEA personnel are not called 
upon to perform services related to cpnforrnity to such guidelines. There 
also may he a related explanation for the relatively high number of 
responses for the tenth rated strategy that fell into the category, "Uncertain 
or Not Attempted:" if SE A's do not have tight guidelines regarding commu- 
nity education programs then evaluations would riot be high priorities for 

^^^^ / ^ " 

\ Because providing technical assistance to\EA's In the design of commu- 
nity education programs was ratedj by chief state school officers, as the 
most desired role for SEA's to play in community education development 
(Semple/DeLellis, 1977), and because the current report indicates that the 
training of Iqcal school arid agency personnel in community educatibn pro- 
cesses and practice? is the most effective strategy for implementing ithis 
role, close examination is warranted. The scope of this study did not in- 
clude microscopic examination of each strategy. It can be assumed, how- 
ever, that training was accomplished through the providing of workshops 
and seminars and through consultatlonf. Perhaps of major concern is the na- 
ture of the content of such workshops, seminars, and consultations, leading 
to the question of the definition of training activities. Throughout the re^ 
cent history of SEA's in community education development there has been 
a persistent question regarding whether SEA community educators were 
providing promotional activity In the name of training. This question was 
raised by the Community Education Task Force of the Council of Chief ' 
State School Officers in 1977. Although the current study did not attempt 
to resolve the question .of the definition of "training" so that it could be 
distinguished from promotional activity, It did establish that further re- 
search is warranted. 
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TABLE 1 

Strategies for providing technical assistance to local education agencies 
in the design of community education programs: 
rank ordered according to mean ratings of effectiveness 



<5 Questionnaire 
^ Item 


Rank 
Order 


■ Mean 


Strategy 


' I.E. 


> 01 


4186 


Training local school and agency person-, 
nel in communitv education Aprocesses 
. and practices. ' 


1, D. ' 


02 


4.106 


Helping to estabjish and facilitate- fom- 
munity education task forces, citizen 
groups and interagency councils. 


, - 1. C 


03 


3891 


, Planning and developing community ed- 
ucation programs. 


1. F 


"04 


3886 


Referring school and agency personnel - 
and other interested community mem- 
bers wh6 need training to institutions of 
higher education v^hich can provide such 
training, " 


1, H. ^ 


05 


3 866 


Helping conununities to improve quality 
and/or quantity of . existing community 
education programs. ■ 


I. A 


06 


3604 


PlannirTg - and developing applications/ 
proposals for funding assistance. 




07 


.rH81 


Helping to develop forms to survey the 
needs and resources of the community. 


Q 


OS 


3 538 ^ 


Responding to requests for assistance in 
the prepa/ation of budgets for communi- 
ty education programs. / 


.i.i" 


09 


3 517 


Helping communities . anfi local educa- 
tional agencies bring their community 
education-programs into conformity with 
any existing state policies, statutes; and 
regulations applicable to - community 
education. 


1,1* 


10 


3142 


Helping communities an^^cal commu- 
nity education administrators to develop " 
evaluation plans and to conduct evalua- 
tions of community education programs. 
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ResearclyQuestiori Two ^ * 

What are the most effective strategies for encouraging SEA staff to plan co- 
operatively with other rtate agencies? ^ 

The strategy ranked most eflecijye was shartWg rhater^ls between SEA 
I^ff and the staff of other state agencies iKis strategy was perhaps one of 
^"e^ore frequently employed, and was perceived as an effective Initial 
step in increasing the level of understandihg of ^fUrom other state.agen- 
cies about cofnmunity education. ^ H-VV ^ v ... 

Meetings cbnducted by the SEA with staff from other a|eNmJ to share 
state plans and other c^cerns ranked as the second niost effective strate= 
gy. Since a basic component of .community education promotes intera- 
gency cooperative activities, such meetings would be a logical way for 
sea's to stimulate this process. , 

The third^ranked strategy related to requiring that SEA prqgrammatic 
state plans (i e., Vocational Education, .4dult Education. Title I, etc ) In- 
clude specific areas of cooperatian with the state plans administered by 
other state agencies/That twenty^nine respondents gave this strategy a rat- 
ing of a 5/4 or 3 is some indication that SEA's are taking specific steps to 
initiate q^perative interdepartmental activities. 

The fourth-ranked strategy involves th^placement of SEA community 
education staff on committees and planning groups established by other 
state agencies. Twenty-six respondehts gave this item a rating of 5, 4, or 3, 
while only nineteen rated, as 5, 4, or % the strategy of requesting that the 
state plans developed by other state agencies include specific areas of cd= 
operation with the state plans administered' bV the SEA. This fifth ranked 
strategy was checked by twenty-five respondents under the category '^Un- 
decided or Not Attempted". 

Research Question Three , * 

what steps has your SiA taken to establish statewide community 
education goals? 

This planning activity was ranked among the top five in the 1977 CCSSO 
study on community education and the SEA role. The chief state school 
officers perceived community education as a process for matching^ re- 
sources and needs, and as a working philosophy for promoting^operation 
between agencies in concert wlth citizens (Semple/DeLellis, 1977). 
' The strategies and/or activities for developing statewide commun^y edu^ 
cation goals that ranked first and second respectively concerned tHf iden^ 
tification and/or request of key state^level agencies to participate inkhe de- 
velopment of state goals, and the charging of a specific SEA staf|^ member 
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TABLE 2 

Strategies for encouraging SEA staff to plan cooperatively with other * 
state agenciei: rank ordered according to mean ratings of eff^ctivene^ 



Questionnaire Rank ■ - 

item Order Mean Strategy 

' , It, D. 01 3.783 informational materials are frequently 

V = shared between the SEA and other state 

agencies, , 



02 3.659 Meetings^re conducted by the SEA with 

staff from other state agencies to share 
» CDmmunlty education plans and areas of 

concern. 

03 J406 Require that state plans developed for 

the Department of Education (I e , Voca- 
, tional Educatioa Title I, ESE|\, Adult Edu- 

cation, efcj include specifjc areds of co= 
operation wit^ state plani and programs 
administered by other state agencies. 

04 3 290 Placement of SEA community education 

staff on sta^4evel Agency bodies. 
-1- ~- — ' — \ — ^ — — _ . - ._ . — ^^^^^ 

05 3.080 Request that state plans develog^~by 

other state 'agencies '(i.e., .L^bbrT Health, 
etc.) include specific^artTpIes of coopep 
ation with staja^ommunity education 
plans aoci^fl^fams administered by the 
Department of Education. 



with the fesponsibility for goat development Three other strategies were 
ranked very closely together as third, fourth ind fifth in effectiveness. Re- 
spectively; these pertained to presentation of the goals to the state board 
of education^ the formation of a group to establish the goals, and the estab- 
lishment of a process for goal development. 

The establishment of a process to disseminate the goals to other groups ^ 
arKi a process for periodic review; ranked sixth and seventh, .respectively. 
The periodic review Item also had the largest number of ''Undecided or 
Not Attempted" responses The relatively low ranking of these strategies Is 
not surprising since the development of statewide goals for community ed- 
ucation Is a recent effort, and such activities would occur after goal deveh 
opment. The item concerning the establishment of a process for setting 
statewide goals had the fewest ''Undecided or Not Attempted" responses 
but ranked only fifth in terms of effectiveness. This strategy may be consid- 
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ered an important step by respondents, but their'responses tend to ques- 
tion the effectiveness of the processes employed. . . 

Coal setting is a significant eomponent in the development of a compre- 
hensive statewide plan^, and the Migocki findings (1977) provide an indica- 
tion of the status of SE A planning efforts in Community Education: ' 

1. Fourteen states (27%) indicated that they had developed, approved 
and/or implemented state community education plans; this number ex- 
ceeds by five states the figure re^rted in 1 976; 

2. Ten of these state plans appear to embody all of the-components. neces- 
sary for a comprehensive state community education plan; 

3. Concerning the conclusions reported in the Semple/DeLellis study con-' 
^ cerning ^ate community education plans; ' 

aT no fewer than, ten of the fourteen plans reported- in this study em- 
body^ he elements favored by tlie state boards of education for such 
plans (i.e., state guidance, but local autononw)^ 

b. given tharonly 27% of the fifty-one respondents report having devel- 
oped state community education plans, the priority rating given by 
the chief state school officers to the role of state education agencies ^ 
in pronaotini such plans will be put to the test (Research Question 

Though goal setting was identified as an important future role for SEA's, 
it has not been effectively pursued by a large percentage of the SE A's. 

Research Question Four 

What are thr most effective strategies for disseminating materials to pro- 
mote community education to LEA's? 

The highest ranked strategy for disseminating materials to promote com- 
munity education to lea's was through speeches or presentations deliv- 
erecJ to various groups or associations (See Table 4). The second most effec- 
tive strategy was through awareness/dissemination meetings. The third 
ranked strategy was through the use of bulk mailing techniques to various 
statewide and local groups (See Table 5 and discussion in the following sec= 
tion). Ranked fourth was the use of booths and eKhibits at meetings,, confer- 
ences, or conventions of appropriate groups or associations. 

Among the four highest ranked strategies, three required personal con- 
tact. In contrast, the use of statewide journals or newsletters, disseminating 
materials to higher education institutions, and the use of statewide media 
were ranked in the lower half of the effectiveness scale. Ranked lowest 
(eighth) was the use of a statewide clearinghouse or resource center Jhis 
strategy was, in addition, cited most often under the category ''Undecided 
or Not Attempted/' 
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Table 3 

Strattgles for establlihing statewide community education goals: rank 
' ordertd accordir^ to mean ratings of ef fertlveness 



Questionnaire 
Item 


Rank 
Order 


Mean 


• ' " Stra^gy ■ 


III. F. 


m 


4156 


Repfeientatives of key ptate level agen- 
cies related to community education ^ 
have been identified |and/or requested to 
participate in the development of state 
goals ' ; 


III. A 


02 


^4073 


A specific SEA staff member has'lbeen 
charged v^ith the responsibility for deveN 
oping statewide community education 
goals. 


III, D. 


01 


1 963 


The goals have been or will be presented 
to the state boarid of education. 


ML C= 


04 


3897 


A group has been formed whose tasks in- 
clude the purpose of establishing commu- 
nity education goals. ^ ' 


IILB.^ 


05 


3 814 


A process has been determined for estab' 
lishing statewide community education 
goals. 


IIUv - 


06 


3 625 


A process (has) been established to dis- 
seminate statewide community educa- 
tion goals to other groups. 


\\\,C 


07 


3.250 


A process for perjodic review has been es- 
tablished. ^ i ' 



T 



Research' Question Four, Item A 

As stat&d previously, the use of bulk mailing as a strategy for disseminat- 
ing materials to promote community education to' liEA's was ranked third. 
In addition to rating the effectiveness of the strategy, respondents were 
asked to indicate whether or not they had used thp strategy to reach cer- 
tain specified populations. Eleven populations were listed, and respondents 
indicated whether or not bulk mailings had been employed by circling 
"Yes'^ or "No" for each (See Table 5). 

Examination of the data showed thai the population selected most often 
for bulk mailings consisted of statewide professional education associa- 
tions The population selected least often was municipal and/or county 
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elected officials. In tight of the political nature of community educatlqh 
and the reallocation of public resources needed to implement and mam= 
tain' it/thiJow level of attention given to municipal and /ounty elected of- 

» ficials as audiences. for^ dissemination materials is nc^abtfe. Compared to 
the higMevel of bulk mailings to statewide professional education Bssocia- 
tions, the respondents believed that this population was more likely than 
were rhunicipal and county elected officials to enhanee the development 
of community education at the LEA level, ^ 

A question that emerges from this intefpretatior/ of the data is related to 
whether or not respondents vyere correc^. The interpretation is speculative. 
However/ it is supported by an analysis of the data that separates those 
populations above the median from those below the median, as rrieasured 
by the number of "Yes'' responses (the median is 22). With the exception of 
local school board members, the respondents indicated that they tended to 
bypass populations, that were not comprised of statewide bodies. Another 
interpretation. one that accounts for the relatively low level of mailings of 
dissemination materials to local school board members as well as to thr 
other populations belpw the median, is that those below' the median may 
be considered politically volatile organizations. Perhaps it is not coincident 
tal that these organizations may be more expressive of the will of local 
communities than are those above the mediaru When a mean response is 
determined by dividing the total number of responses (252) by the to- 
tal number of populations (11), the^ result is 22.TO/Separating the datalnto^ 
"Yes". responses that fall above the mean ahd *'Yes" responses that fall be= 
low the mean, te/ids to cprifirm the foregoing interprefations. This; 6ecause 
local parent and/or advisory groups become part of the*la]tter. Thus, popu= 

' lations receiving the greater number of bulk mailings jnclude; 

a. Statewide professional education associations. ' ^ 

b. Statewide professional associations related to edLfcation 

c. State school board members . ^ ^ | 
Local school administrative and instructionaistaff. 

Related agencies. , / 

Again, using the mean of 22.909 as the dividing point, the populations re= 
ceiving the lesser number of mailings include: 

a. Local parent and/or advisory groups. 

b. State legislators. ^ 

c. Statewide parent groups. 

d. Local school board members. 

e. Civic, fraternai and service clubs 

f. Municipal and/oi" county elected officials. 
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Table4 

(Research Question Four) 

Strattgits foi^ di^minating materlalMo promote community education 
to LEA^s: rank ordered according to mean ratings of effectiveness 



Item 
IV, E. 


Rank 
Order 

01 


Mean 
4087 


Strategy 

Speeches or presentations delivered to 
various groups or associations 


- 

IV, B ' ^ 


02 


.3.897 


Awareness/Dissemination Meetings. 


IV. A 


03 5 


"3742 


Bulk nnailing to the following groups. 


IV, D. 


04 


3 W 


Establishing booths at meetings, confer- 
ences, or conventions of appropriate 
groups or associations. 


IV. 


05 


3.575 


Articles in statewide journals and news- 
letters. 


IV, C 


06 


3 556 


Providing materials to higher education 
institutions for their use. 


IV, 


= 07 


3.486 


Use of statewide media To disseminate 
community education concept and avail- 
abJe resources. 


IV. H. 


08 


3.458 


Statewide clearinghouse or resource cen- 
ter. 











Independent of other iq^eipretatiofis.^n dissenflnating materials to pro 
mote community education through bulk mailing to LEA's, tVie sPa com- 
munity educators give less attention to Idc^l populations than to others. 



Research Question Sear, Ittfm B 

X 4 

As stated previoMsly, the use of avvareness/dissemination tneetings as a 
.strategy for dissemirmting materials to pronTOte community education to 
LEA's was ranked second. In addition to rating the effectiveness of the 
strategy, .respondents were asked to indicate whether or not they had used 
the strategy to readh certain, specified audiences. Three choices were list- 
ed and respondents indicated for whom they provided awareness/dissemi- 
n^ion meetings by circling "Yes'' or ''No" for each (See lable 6). 
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. . Tables 

(Resea^h Quesfion Four, ' ^ 

Item IV; A On Questionnaire) _ 

Population^salectlon for bulk mailings, d strategy for dissamination 

materials to pfomote community^^^^ ; & 



i 

QuBstionnaire 
Item 


0 


Selected for ' 
Mailing 


Invalid 0!^ ' 
Missing 


. Population^ ^ 


Yes 


No 


IV, A 1 


local school aaministrative and 
instructional staff 




20 


. 4 






18 


30 




1 1V, A. X 


state school board mertibers 


28 * 


19 


,4 


IV, A. 4 - 


municipal and/or county elect- ^ 
ed offficiaU , ^ 


14 


30 


7 


IV A S. 


state legislators 


2i 


25 


J- *5 


IV A. 6. ' 


statewide^rent groups 




24 


■6 


^ IV A. 7. 


local parent and/or advisory^ 
groups 


22 


23 




IV A S 


civic, fraternal and service . 
clubs 


16 


26 


9 


IV, A 9. . ' 


statewide professional educa- 
tion associations 


31.. 


\5 


5 


IV A. 10 


statewide professional associ- 
ations related to education . 


28 


18 




IV, A. ir 


rdated agencies " ^ 


26 ' 


19 


6 . 


- * - 











Respondents indicated thai there was balance in the manner in which 
audiences were selected for participation in awareness/dissemmation meet- 
ings. That is, thirty-six indicated that such meetings w.ere conducted on a 
geographical basis; forty indicated that awareness/dissemination meetings 
were conducted for selected local audiences'Ci.e ; principals); and thirty-five 
indicate^ that meeti^s ^ere condi/cted that were open to alL 
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Table 6 

(Research Question Four, 
' It^m IV, B On Questionnaire) 

Audience selection for awarene^diwmmation meetings^ a strategy for 
disseminating materials to promote community education tb LEA's 



. Selected ^ 

Qumtionnaire t , - - - ^ Invalid or 

Item Audience Yes. ^No /W/ss/ng 

IV, Conducted on a gfographical 36 11 4 

bisis ' 



\y, B, 2, Conduct^Jor selected local 40 
audiences (i.e., principals) 



IV, B, 3. Open to all 




Research Question Five 

What are the most effective strategies for providing financial support for a 
community education position at the state level? 

Respondents were asked to indicate the effectiveness of seven strategies 
designed to provide ffnancial support fpr a community education position 
at the state leveL The strategy ranked most effective was that of seeking 
federal monies for the position undef'the "Community School Act!*' (See Ta- 
ble?). \ . 

- Ranked secoQ^ was the creation of a state appropriation for the position 
as a line item in the SEA budget. Ranked third was funding of the position 
through a private foundation. Ranked fourth was funding the position^ 
through federal monies other than under the ''Community Schools Act.'^ 
Ranked fift^ was funding of the position througK state legislative (actio^ 
Ranked .siKtn was seeking total funding of ^e positiqn throuih monies 
from a state Wency other than the SEA. This strategy received relatively 
few responses\on the scale of effectiveness (8). . 

The stralegV ranked Jeast effective (seventh) was that of iunding the posi- 
tion jointly be^etn the SEA and another state agency' It should be noted 
that the mean ((1.333) of the seventh ranked strategy was based upon the 
leqst number o^valid responses. Only six respondents indicated a choice 
on the scale of effectiveness. Because one woyld probably know if t^e po- 
sition had been jointly funded or not jointly funded, it is reasonable to 
speculate that a factd^ cpntribdting to the low level of effectiveness of this 
strategy is that is v^as attempted by only six of the f ifty^ne respondents. 



\ 
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Table 7 



Strategies for providing financial support for a community education 
position at the itate level: rank orderA according to mean ratings of 

effectiveness 



.Questionnaire Rank 

Item ' Order Mean 



Strategy 



01 4.180 Sought federal monies for the'position un- 
der the "Community Schools Act/' 







. 02 


3720 


Sought a state appropriation for the posi- 
tion as a line item in the SEA budget. 


y. 


F. ' 


03 > 


3.533 


Sought funding for the position from a 
private foundation. 




D 




3.200 


" Sought federal monies for the position un- 
der a source other than the "Conjmunity 
Schools Act." . 


V, 




05 , 


2.917 


Sought fundings for the position through 

state legislative action. \ 

- = 


i 


A. 


06 


2.500 


Sought total funding of the position 
through monies from a state agency other 
than the SEA. . * 








1333 


Sought funding of the position jointly be= 
tween the SEA and another state agency. 
# 



Research Question Sk , 

what is the level of priority that community education holds In SEA's? 

Si ■ 

Table 8 Illustrates a roughly bell-shapfed spread of opinion regarding the 
level of priority that community education tiolds in SEA's. However, there 
were twice as many states (18) rating community education higher than the 
median than there were rating it lower than the median (9). Because there 
are no national assessments with which to compare the phenomenon, it 
cannot be determined whether these data represent an increase or de- 
crease in the perceived priority of community erfucatlon in SEA's. Howev- 
er, in light of the absence of federal mandates to implement community 
education and the recent history of growth of community education in 
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TableB 

Level of priority of community education in SEA's 



Very High High Medium Low Very Low VSlid Missing 
Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority C^ses Cases 



Number of Respor)s^ 



16 22 ' 8 1 49 



sea's, community education has been well received by SEA's on a volun- 
tary basis in a brief period of time. \ * 

Two respondents indicated that community education was a very high 
pfiority m their SEA's; sixteen respondents indicated that it was a high pri- 
ority; twerity-two indicated that it was a mediunn priorityfeight indicated 
that it was a low priority; and two were categorized as missing cases. As- 
'signing numerical values 6f five, four, three, two, and one^ respectively, to 
"very high", "high", "medium", ^low", and "very low" provides for the pos-^ 
sibility of calculating the mean response of 3.204, a score slightly higher 
than the mej^n Noting however, that the ilnedian, mediucn level priority 
with a numeri^yalue of three, contained twepty-two responses, and that 
approximately thif^^ven percent of all responses fell above the median 
suggests that the mean i^ not the best measure in this case. 



9 n 
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Summary and Conclusions 

Background '' 

A summary of the study findings, as well as an attempt to synthesize the^ 
more important aspects of the previous study (Semple/DeLeilis, 1977), are 
included in this chapter. 

The study conducted by the CCSSO in 1977 Bttempted to identify^what 
chief state school officers perceived to be the most impbrtant components 
of community education, w^hat roles SEA's were currently playing in the de- 
velopment of community educatioa and what they perceived as the de= 
sired future SEA roles in community education development. The 1978 
study attempted to determine the most effective strategies for implement^ 
ing the desired future roles. In addition, the 1978 stydy atternpted to deter- 
mine^ ttie level of priority each SEA placed on community education. 

, ' * ' ' ■■ 

Conclusions 

The more effective strategies for providing technical assistance to LEA's^ 
reflect interesting perceptions by SEA staff pertaining to the program ver- 
sus process components of car^unity education, as well as to the tradiv 
tional role that institutions of higher education have played in providing 
training. While the top-ranked strategy was for SEA's to train LEA staff and 
community members, the strategy ranked fourth was to refer them to those 
institutions of higher education that provide such training. This disparity 
may reflect a minor conflict. However,, it might also be that training is pro- 
vided by both agencies in a cooperative manner,^ Because training to local 
groups was the highest ranked strategy for implementing the highest prior- 
ity role for SEA's in. cqfnmunity education development, and because the 
definition of training was questioned, the subject may warrant further re- 
search. 

The second ranked strategy for technical assistance focuses on the pro= 
cess of community education by helping establish and facilitate commu= 
nity groups, while the third and fifth ranked strategies focus on the pro= 
grammatic aspects of community education. Probably the SEA staff 'pro- 
viding the information perceive SEA involvement with both the process 
and programmatic efforts at the local level as important. 

.The strategies identified as most effective in encouraging SEA staff to 
plan cooperatively with other state agencies (Research Question Two) 
seem to imply that more activities of ei general awareness type are occur= 
ring. The sharing of, materials and conducting of meetings with other state 
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agencies may be considered effective iR 1978 as they ire logical first steps 
in raising the awafeness level of other state agencies aboLit the community 
education concept The more specific cooperative activities, such as inclu= 
sion in state plans and rTiembership on other agency groups require a highr 
level of awareness and communication, 

The rankings for strategies pertaining to the establishment of st^itewide 
community education goals (Research Question Three) included identify^ 
ing itate-level agencies to participate chacging an SEA ?taff member with 
the responsibility for goal development, presentation of goals to the state 
board, forming a group to -actually establish the goals, and the establish= 
ment of a process for goal development Although the "process" strategy 
ranked fifth, it had the fewest Undecided or Not Attempted" responses 
Apparently, this strategy js a necessary step, but past efforts are not viewed 
as having been as "effective" as others. Considering the emphasis commu- 
nity education places on "process" and "participation", it would seem logi- 
cal that SE A community educators are concerned about a plan for gpal sf*t- 
ting that would result in greater commu%Uy education awarenes's and 
agency intlraction outcomes, along with the development of the actual 
goals. 

The responses to Research Question Four concerning the dissemination 
of community education materials imply that personal contact by the St A 
staff with the target audience is an important strategy consideration Three 
o^the four highest ranked strategies reflect this factor. The highest ranking 
was that of providing speeches or presentations to groups, second was con- 
(! ' ting awareness/dissemination meetings; the third was bulk mailings to 
variQus statewide and local groups; and the fourth was establishing display 
bootKs at meetings, conferences or conventions; 

The populations that were most frequently tfie focus of bulk mailings 
were statewide professional education associations, state st hool board 
members, professional associations related to education and local school 
administrative and instructional staff. 

It is notable that -Migocki's 1977 study ot community educators at the 
St A level reflects that 1 191 % of the total time spent by St A staft on conv 
munity education activities is devoted to "prepanng/disseminatmg rommu= 
nity education publicity." This activity ranked fourth after "conducting on- 
site visitations" (21.12%), performing administrative functions (20. 19%), 
and conductirii^ conferences, seminars, workshops ^1 9 28%). hlowever, the 
dissemination function was reported as showing a decrease of .129%. This 
decrease was greatest in the expenditure of StA staff timeTrom the 1976 
Migocki study to the 1977 M^ocki study (329%). Possibly SEA staff are 
perceiving less need for more general dissemination activities as awareness 
of the community education concept grows, The findings of both this study 
and the 1977 Migocki study indicate needs for more personal and more tar= 
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geted dissemination activities 

Th^ responses to ResGarch Question Five. "strategies for financitilU^ sup- 
porting a community education position at the state level, indicate that the 
mo^t effective approach vvas funding through the federal Conimupity 
Schools Act " The second ranked strategy was the creation of a state af> 
propriation for the position as a line item in the SEA bu'dget 

Migocki (1977) reported that thirty-three states "Established, Funded and 
Staffed" positions/offices, fbur states "Established and Funded" 
positions'offices and eight states "Established" community education pdsi^ 
tion/offic^s. Although the Migocki study (1977) did not request information 
concerning strategies dr sources of funds, ifdrd document fS significant in= 
crease in the number of 'Establi^shed, Funded and Staffed ' positions/of- 
tices The number increased from seventeen (Migocki, 1976) to thirty-three 
(Migi)cki/1977J Because the findings of Research Question Five in this, 
study were that twenty-six states indicated that federal aid was most effec= 
tive and twelve states indicated tl^Ta state appropriation was most effec- 
tive. It may be presumed that these were the two prevalent sources 

The sixth Research Question pertains to the level of priority each SEA 
felt vvas placed upon community education 'development. This question 
was included at the suggestion of the CCSSO Task Force. 

Of forty nine responses, eighteen states rated community education 
higher than the median, while.nine rated it lower than the median; It may 
be assumed that a majority of the respondents do perceive that their SEA's 
have assigned at least a "medium priority" to community education deveN 
opment. : " S 
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Appendix 



Providing ttdiftical avittance to Lf A's In the deijgn of ^mmunity 
edueation p^raimi stimmai^ of rt^itfts 

{Related to Restarch Qutstion Ont) 







QuestionnairB 
item 


Order 


EffectivB 


I 

Ineffective 


ayx 


5 


4 


J 


2 




1, A 


6 


8 


17 


12 


5 


1 


1. B 


7 




20 


14 


3 


1 


1, c 


3 


14 


16 


14 


1 


1 


1, D 


2 


11 


24 


9 


3 


0 


I.E 


1 


17 


20 


4 


1 


. 1 


F 


4 


16 


15 


5 


8 


0 


1, C 


\ 8 

^j^^ 


4 


17 


IB 


2 


1 


I H 


5 


9 


25 


7 


4 


0 


I. 1 


10 


2 


8, 




3 


—s 

2 


ij 


9 


3 


13 


10 


2 


1 











Table 10 •* 

Encouraging SEA staff to plan cooperatively with other state 
summary of responses 

(Related to Research Question Two) 









Questionnaire 


Rank 
Order 


Effective 


Ineffective 


/fern 


ByH 












/ II. A 


^ 3 


1 


IS 


13 


2 


1 


( II. B 


5 


2 ^ 


4 


13 


6 


0 


^ 11, C 


2 


11 


12 


12 


5 


1 


ll,D 


1 


10 


19 


14 


3 


0 


11. E 


4 


5 


5 


16 


4 

- - " _ _ 


1 ' 



2'j 
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. X 


SD 


Vallu 

Cases 


Undecided 

or Not 
AttemptBd 


Cases 


3>6©S 


1003^ 


43 


7 . 




33m 


0.879 


- 43 , 


5 


3 


3,8?1 


0.948 


46 


3 


■ / 2 


3.915 


0.830 


47 


3 


1 


4186 


0.8TO 


43 


6 


2 


3.886 


1.104 


44 " 


6 


1 


3.539 


0.854 


39 


. 9 


3 


3.867 


0.842 


45 


4 


2 


3.143 


0.879 


35 


14 


2 


3.517 


0.911 


29 


20 


2 



X 


SD 


Valid 

Cases 


Undecided 
Of Not 
Attempted 


Missing 
Cases 


3.406 


0.798 . 


32 


17 


2 


3 080 


0.862 


25 


25 


1 


•3659 


1.086 


41 


10 


0 


3J83 


0,867 . 


46 


4 


1 


3.290 


1M6 


. 31 


18 


2 
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Table n 

iitablifhing statewide community education goalsi 
summary of responits 

(Related to Research Question Three) 



QumtionnBire 


Rank 
Order 


Effmiye 






Irieffectiye 


Item 


ByH 


5 


4 


- J 


2 


7 


III. A 


2 


■ ,13 


20 


6 


2 




IILB 


i 


10 


20 


8 




0 


lll.C 


4 


13 * 


15 


^ 7 


2 


2 




3 


10 


V 10 


3 


4 


0 


IIIJ 


6 


. 11 V' 


9 


4 


5 


3 


111, F 


1 


^ 11 


16 


4' 


1 ^ 


d 




7 


— ^- ■ ' ' - 
1 




7 


3 


1 



Table 12 

Disseminating mattrlals to promote community education to LIA's: 
summary of res^nses %^ 

(Related to Research Question Four) 



Questionnaire 
Item 


" Rank . 
Order 


Effective % . \ Ineffective 


5 


4 




2 ' 


7 


^ IV. A 


3 


6 


13 


11 


0 


1 


IV, B 




10 


10 


7 


0 


2 


^. iv,c { 




6 


14 


10 


6 


0 


Jf' IV/D 


4 


6 


10 


8 


3 


1 


- .-r - - --• 

IV, E 


1^ 




22 


7 


2 


0 


. ' ^^ IV, F 


7 






ir 


6 


2 


IV, C 


5 


11 


9 


13 


6 


1 


IV, H 


8 


' 5 


7 


7 


4 


1 
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50 


Valid 
Cases 


Undecided 

or Not 
Ammpted 


CasBB 


4.073 




41 ' 


' 8" 


2 ■ 


3814 




43 


7 


1 


3 897 


Vo95 


39 




1 


3 963 \ 


1055 


'^27 1 


k — - -- 

23 


1 


3.625 


1-362 * 


32 ^ • 


18 . 


1 




^ 0 767 


32 


.18 


1 , 


3 2 50 


0567 


20 


26 


' 3 . 



[ X 


SO 


Valid 

Cases 


^ Undecided 
or Not 
Ammpted 


Missing 
Cases 


3 742 


0893 


31 


6 ^ 


14 


3 897 f 


1113 


29 ' , 


0 


22 


3356 ^ 


0969 


36 


14 


1 


3 607 


1 066 


28 


20 


3 


4087 


0 612 


46 


2 


3 ^ 


3 486 


1216 


. 37 


12 


2 


3 575 


1.150 


40 


f7 


4 


3458 


1141 


24 


24 4f 


# 3 . ^ 
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table 13 % _ - ' \ ' > ' 

Providlr^ financial support for a commiuJfc «ducatlort pdsition at the 



itiite Itveh. summary of rtsponses . 

(Related to Research ^estion Five) 





Rank 
Order 
ByX 


:-- 4, 

Effective 


Btfectlve 




' 4 


J 


2 


. 1. 




: 6 




0 


2 


0 . 


* 4 ■ 




7 




^ 0 


1 


0 


5 


V, c 


1 




4 


4 


0 


. 5 


V, D 


4 


— 

^ 7 


1 


0' 


2 




V. t 


_ - ^5 


6 


3 




^ 1 


8 


V, F 


3 


6 ^ 


4 


0 


2 


3 


- V. G 


2 


iy 


5 


2 ^ 


1 


5 



Survey Instrument CCSSO Community Education Study 11 

Thf purpose of the study is to identify those strategies and/or activities 
SEA'S have employed to implement the five major roles identified by chief 
state school officers: ^ - 



SEA Role i 

In your SE A's attempt to provide technical assistance to LE A's in the design 
of Community Education programs, how do you rate the success of each 
activity listed below? 

Examples of Strategies/Activities ' 

A. Planning and developing applications/proposals for funding assistance. 
. Comments or specific activiti^: ^ — „ _ ^ - — — 

B. Helping to develop forms to survey the needs and resources of the com^ 
munity, 

Comments or specific activities: — ^ — _ — - — 

C Planning and developing community education programs/ 

Comments or specific activities: „ . - — — - - - - - . - - 



*NOTr; Community education program means Rrogramsjor pro|tcts that embodY the ca 
ty education approach, ^ 
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SD 


Cases 


Undecided 

Of Not 
Atthnpted^ 


M/ssmg 


2 50O 


1.773 - 


8 


■ ' i ■ /I 
42 


1 


1,333 


0,817 


6 


42 




4180 




13^3 


39 ' 


11 


1 ^ 


3.200 




' 1 .897 


15 


34 


2 


2 917 




1 612 


24 ^ 


^24 


3 . 


3.533 


^ 1:642 


15 


35 . 


1 


: 3.720 


1.595 


. t 

25 


25 


1 



Instructions: Please circle the number next to the ''Examples'' listed below 
that correspond to your assessment of the effectiveness of the strategy and.^ 
add any. comments or specific activities that you feel are important on the 
lines provided. 



Highly 
Effective 



4 3 2 



4 3 2 



4 3'^ ^2 



InBtfectivi 



1 \ 



Undecided 

or Not 
Attempted 



U^NA 



U^NA 



U^NA' 
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SEA Role I Continued 



0. Helping to establish and facilitate community education ^sk forces, 
citizen groupMnd interagency councili 

Comments or speciWc activities: .." „ ■ ' , : , ' — ' — — 



^Examples of StrBtegles/Activities 
I, Training local school and agency personnel in community ^education 

processes and prattices. 

Comments or specific activitiesi 



Referring school and agency personnel arid other interested community 
members who need training to ipstitutions of higher education which 
can provide such training. 
Comments or specific activities: 



G. Responding to rtqoests for assistance in the preparation of budgets for 
community education programs. 
Comments or specific activities: 



H. Helping communities to improve quality and/or quantity of existing 
community education programs,* 
Comment^ or specific activities: _ 



L Helping communities and local community education administrators to 
develop evaluation plans and to conduct evaluations of community ed- 
, ucation programs. \ 

Comments^r specific activities: _^ ^ — ■ 



Examples of Strategies/Activities ' ■ 

I Helping commurilties and local educational agencies bring their com- 
munity education programs Into conformity with any existing state pol- 

. icies, statutes and regulations applicable to community education. 
Comments or spetif ic activities: - — --^---^ " - 



please list other activities related to providing technical assistance to 
LEA'S, and indicate the degree of success. 



*NOTE; Communitv education program means programs or proiecti that embody the commu- 
nity education appfoach. 
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4 3 2 



4 3 2 



4 3 2 



4 3 2 



3 2 



4 3 2 



3 2 



U^NA 



UNA 



U^NA 



U^NA 



U^NA 



U^NA 



U^NA 
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SEARoltll. 

What steps has your 51 A taken to encourage Its staff to plan eooperatively 
with other state agenciei? ' 

ExamplBs of StrmgMA^Mtim 

A* Require that state pjans developed for the Department of Education (ie, 
Vocational Education, Title I, ESEA, Adult Education, etcj include spe- 
cific areas of cooperation with state plans and programs administefed 
by other state agencies. 

Comments or specific activities; : . ' - - 



' B. Request that state plans developed by other state agencies (ie, Labor, 
Health, etc.) include specific examples of cooperation with state com- 
munity education plans and programs administered by the Departmertt 
of Education 

Comments or specific activities: : _ _ _ : — - — 



C Meetings are conducted by the SEA with staff from other state agencies 
to share community education plans and areas of concern, ^ 
Comnflents or specific activities: ■ — — 

' _ ' - ■ ^ - 

D. Informational materials are frequently shared between the SEA and 
other state agencies. 

Comments or specific activities: 



I. Placement' of SEA community education staff on state level agency 
bodies. , 

Comments or specific activities: „ _ _ ^ - ^ ~ 



Please list other steps taken! 
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Effective 



Ineffective 



Undecided 

or Not 
Attempted 



4 3 2 



U-NA 



4 3 2 



U^NA 



4 3 2 



U-NA 



4 3 2 



U^NA 



4 3 2 



U^NA 



3 s 
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* SEA Role III. 

What steps has your SEA taken to establish statewide commgnity educa-. 
tlon goals? 

, , _ ... .r-.. 

Examplm of StratmieB/AGtivities 

A. A specific SEA staff mimber has been charged with the responsibility ^ 
for developing statewideconrimunity education goals. / . 
Comments or specific activities: * 

B. A process has been determined for establishing statewide community 
education goals, 

Comments or specific activities: - 

/ _ ■ — . ^ ^. ^ f ^ ^ = . - -. 

C A group has been formed whose tasks include the purpose of establishing 
community education goals. 
Comments or specific activities:. - 

D. The goals have been or will be presented to the State Board of Educa- 
tion 

Comments or specific activities: ' 



f. A process has been established to disseminata statewide community 
education goals to other groups. 

Comments or specific activities: - ' ' 



F. f^presentatives of key state level agencies related to community edu- 
cation have been identified and/or requested to participate in the devel- 
opment of state goals. 

Comments or specific activities: ^ 

— ^= — ~* — ~r ■ ■ ' - ■ — ' — -~- -— - --— ■ --^ 

G, A process for periodic review has been established. ^ - 
"Comments or specific activities- ■ 
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Highly 
Effective 



Ineffective 



Undocidvd - 

or Not 
Attotnpted 



4 3 2 



U^NA 



4 3 2 



U-NA 



3 2 



4 3 2 



U^NA 



4 y 2. 



U^NA 



4 ^ 2 



U-NA 



4 3 2 



U^NA 
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A NATIONAL ASSESSMENT 



SEA Role IV, 

What steps has your SEA taken in disseminating materials to promofe com- 
munity education to LEA's? (Please note that all of the examples listed be- 
low should be checked yes or no. Also, indicate the degree of effectiveness 
for the general strategy.) 



Examples of Strategies/Activities 



A. Bulk Mailing to the following groups. ^ 

l! local school administrative and instructional staff Yesv_No_ 

2, local school board members Yes_No™ 

3, state school board members ; Yes — No„ 

4. municipal and/or county elected officials Yes„No^ — 

5. state legislators . Yes_No^ 

6, statewide parent groups ' Yes„ No__ 

7. local parent and/or advisory groups Yes — ^No„ 
a. Civic Jraternal and service clubs^ , Yes__.No„ 
9. stat*nvide protesional education associations (specify) Yes — No„ 



10. statewide prnfessionni associations related to educa- Yes^No^ 
tipn (sperifv) ^ . 



11, related agencit's (specify) Yes_No„ 



B. Avvaruness/DissiMnination Meetings ' 

r ( onduc ted on get^graphical basis Yt^s^rLNo^ 

2, C {indui ttnl for seltu tt*d loral auduMu (u\ priiu ii)dh) Vt^s . . No^ 

;i. OfHMi to all Yes . No^ 
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Highly 
Efiectiye 



Ineffective 



Undecided 

or Not 
Attempted 



4 3 2 



U^ISIA 



U-NA 
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SEA Role IV. Continued 




C. Providing materials/to higher education institutions for their use 
Comments or specific activities; ^ .. .. 



D. EHtablishing booths at meetings, conferences, or conventions of appro- 
pridte groups or associations. 

Comments or specific activities: - — ^ 



bpeeches or presentations delivered to various groups or associations. 
Comments or specific activities: = ____ 



F, Use of statewide media to disseminate comnninity education concept 
and available resoLirces. 

Comments or specific activities; = 



G; Articles in statewide journals and newsletters 
Comments or specific activities: _ 



H, Statewide clearinghouse or resource center 
■ Comments or specific activities: _„^___ 



Please descnbe other strategies employed by your SEA in disseminating 
information on Community Education to LEA s, and comment on their ef- 
fectiveness. ( 
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4 3 2 



4 3 2 



4 3 2 



4 \ 



\ 2 



4 j 



U^NA 



U^NA 



Ll^NA 



LJ^NA 



U-NA 
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SEA Role V. 

What steps has your SEA taken in providing financial support for a Conri- 
munlty Education position at the state level? 

m 

Emmples of Strategies/Activities ^ — 

A, Soughf total funding of the position through monies from a state agen- 
cy other than the SE A. 

Comments or specific activities: -_ 

B. Sought funding of the position jointly between the SEA and another 
state agency. . / 

Comments or specific activities: - . - - - - ■ 



C. Sought federal monies for the position under the "Community Schools 
Act/' 

, Comments or specific activities: ' 

" * 

0. Sought federal monies for the position under a source other than the 
"Community Schools Act." 

Please specify or comment: ^ — ^ . 



Sought funding for the position through state legislative action. 
Comments or specific activities: • - -. — _ 



F. Sought funding for the position from a private foundation. 
Please specify or comment; - — ^^=^^ 



C. Sought a state appropriation for the position as a line item in the SEA 
budget. ^ ^ 

Comments or specific activities: — 



H. Please indicate below how the position is now funded: 



I. Does the position carry responsibility for anything other than commu^ 
nity education? Yes„ No„ 
If yes, please specify: . 



J, Title of the person responsible for Community Education in your SEA. 



■to 
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^ ^ Undecided 

Highly ' ' or Not 

Effect I ve Ineffective Attempted 

5 4 3 2 1 U^NA 

5 4 3 2 1 U^NA 

S .4 3 2 .1 U^NA 

5 4 3 2 1 UNA 

5 . 4 3 2 1 U^NA 

5 4 3 2 1 U NA 

5 4 3 2^ 1 ■ ' U^NA 
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■ ^ V ' 
SEA Role VL 

There are many important priorities for every State Educatio|i Agency. We 
are asking that you provide some indication of the place that community 
education holds in the priorities of your SEA by responding to both the 
limited choice and open ended questions below. We realize that it may be 
difficult to indicate the specific stratum for any project or program of an 
SEA; however, we are asking that you attempt to answer the question to 
the best of your ability For the purpose^of answering this question, as with 
previous questions, pleise use the definition of community education 
provided on the directions page. 

A, Community Education is considered a (cheek one): 

Very High Priority 
High Priority _= 
Medium Level Priority _ — _ 
Low Priority -_— _^ 
Very Low Priority ^. — ^ 

B. Please explain or qualify your answer to VL, A above: . _ _ 




Please return this questionnaire to: 

William L Israel, Director of Special 
Projects 

Council of Chief State School Officers 
1201 Sixteenth Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

Name of state: . - - - 



Name and title of person filling out questionnaire: 
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